
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4312 June 24, 1997
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. GEJDEN-
SON] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. GEJDENSON addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. DREIER addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

RECOGNITION AND COMPENSATION
FOR FILIPINO VETERANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker,
in my district, on June 14, at Mac-
Arthur Park, located in the heart of
downtown Los Angeles, three brave, el-
derly, former soldiers renewed a battle
first begun in World War II.

In an unprecedented display of deter-
mination, Percy Javellana, age 74,
Angel De La Cruz, age 71, and Orcencio
Salem, age 71, chained themselves to
the statue of their former commander,
General Douglas MacArthur. They
have vowed to remain there for 24
hours a day in protest of our Govern-
ment’s denial of benefits for Filipino
veterans of World War II.

Mr. De La Cruz took his personal sac-
rifice one step further by beginning a
hunger strike he has promised will not
end until Federal legislation to restore
these promised benefits is enacted.

Let there be no mistake, their sym-
bolic act of protest, which is gaining
national media attention, is not mere-
ly motivated by a desire for monetary
compensation. Instead, their struggle
is about honor, dignity, and respect for
their sacrifices as soldiers. More im-
portantly, it is about the moral obliga-
tion of our Government to live up to
its promises once made.

In 1941, recognizing the critical stra-
tegic value of the Philippines to the al-
lied forces, President Roosevelt called
upon Filipino soldiers and civilians to
join United States forces in retaking
the Philippines. In exchange for their
volunteer military service, they were
promised pay and benefits equal to
that provided to United States troops.

In response, during almost 4 years of
the most intense and critically impor-
tant phases of World War II, more than
200,000 Filipinos fought side by side
with allied forces and won a strategic
forward position vital to our success in
the Pacific Theater.

Willingly, these brave men sacrificed
their well-being and their lives in de-
fense of freedom. They fought, believ-
ing in our country’s promise that they
would earn the right to the same com-
pensation and benefits given to Amer-
ican men and women with whom they

fought side by side in defense of the
free world.

To the ultimate shame of our Nation,
not one promise was honored. Instead,
in 1946, the United States Congress
passed legislation severely restricting
the veterans’ benefits that members of
the Phillipine Commonwealth Army
and the Special Scouts could receive.
Ever since that betrayal, Filipino vet-
erans and their survivors have fought
an uphill battle to restore these hard-
earned benefits.

In their support, I am proud to be a
cosponsor of H.R. 836, a bipartisan bill
introduced by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GILMAN] and the gentleman
from California [Mr. FILNER] to extend
full benefits to these Philippine veter-
ans.

I support not only its passage but the
efforts of the Filipino veterans to have
congressional hearings to illuminate
the unkept promises and the impact it
has had on the lives of these aging vet-
erans.

As our Nation focuses increased at-
tention on World War II through the
creation of a memorial recognizing the
contributions of all World War II veter-
ans, and as we continue to celebrate
the recent dedication of the Franklin
Delano Roosevelt Memorial, a great
portion of which focuses on his leader-
ship during the Second World War,
there is no better time than now to
correct this injustice.

Clearly, the Filipino veterans who
fought, bled, and suffered alongside
American troops deserve the recogni-
tion and compensation they were
promised and then denied for over 50
years. I urge my colleagues and the
American public to recognize that cor-
recting this injustice is a matter of na-
tional honor.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. MINGE] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. MINGE addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.]

f

REMARKS ON THE RENEWAL OF
CHINA’S MFN TRADE STATUS
WITH THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California [Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD] is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. Speaker,
let me tell you why the resolution to dis-
approve China’s Most-Favored-Nation status

failed today on this House floor. This Con-
gress did its homework and learned from the
past how such protectionist action can backfire
on a strong nation such as the United States.

The United States has been in a trade pos-
ture with China since China’s trade liberaliza-
tion policies in the early 1980’s, with the ex-
ception of the period after the Tiananmen
Square incident when China briefly retreated
into a period of isolation.

Historically, China has taken protectionist
action against the rest of the world. During the
period from 246 to 209 B.C., China built the
‘‘Great Wall’’ to defend its northern frontier
against outsiders. Now, the wall serves no
purpose except as a tourist attraction. In the
1950’s China’s inward-oriented development
policies culminated in the Great Leap Forward,
a disastrous attempt to create a self-sufficient
economy. That failed as well.

Today, China is experiencing the Great
Awakening, where a plan for enterprise re-
form, trade reform, and tax reform as well as
a fundamental restructuring of the country’s
macroeconomic management is being pur-
sued. This kind of action is working.

China’s economy is booming, and the Unit-
ed States is taking advantage of our trade re-
lations to boost our own economy.

America was built not only on the ideal of
freedom and democracy, but on the economic
base of free enterprise from which such ideals
flow. Remember the Boston Tea Party? The
Stamp Tax? Only by opening our minds and
our markets can we help China reform its
human rights policies, its intellectual property
rights infringements, and its arms sales.
Should we turn our heads to these practices?
Certainly not. Should we have turned our back
on them? Certainly not. Only through continu-
ous engagement in dialogue will we have an
opportunity to affect change.

From 1990 to 1996, U.S. exports to China
rose by 90 percent, the fastest growth rate of
any major export market. This has been a di-
rect benefit to Southern California given its re-
covery from a recession.

China’s economy is expected to be the
world’s largest by the year 2012. We cannot
afford to turn our backs on the opportunities
offered through trade with China, particularly
in light of the higher paying jobs directly sup-
ported by trade opportunities. That is the kind
of protectionist action that would isolate the
United States from the incredible market that
is China. That would be cutting off our nose to
spite our face.

China is in need of 750 billion dollars’ worth
of infrastructure, most of which they will buy
from the United States. Those who argued
today for the revocation of MFN status by rea-
son of a trade deficit—I ask you, how are we
going to reverse the current trade deficit by
blocking chances for U.S. export growth? The
simple fact is, we cannot.

A full one-quarter of all cargo entering the
United States comes from China. My 37th
Congressional District benefits from the Ports
of Los Angeles and Long Beach, two of the
biggest ports in the United States. In 1996, the
Port of Long Beach alone handled $15.2 bil-
lion in United States-China trade. Companies
such as Jackson Aerospace in Gardena,
Alson Manufacturing in Compton, and Fisher
Forging in Carson are all dependent on contin-
ued trade with China to maintain growth in the
tremendous aerospace industry within South-
ern California.
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Exports of U.S. goods and services now

total about $14.4 billion and support over
200,000 American jobs. My fellow Americans,
these are a lot of jobs which would have been
in jeopardy should we have not renewed Chi-
na’s MFN status.

This House did the right thing by renewing
China’s MFN status today, and I applaud all of
my colleagues who voted with me to sustain
it.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
f

TAX FAIRNESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
OLVER] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, I had spo-
ken earlier today and got part way
through some data that I was trying
too give out, so I am going to pick up
somewhere close to where I had been at
that time because I did not have time
to finish what I had been talking
about.

Let me go back and point out that, in
the next few days, we are going to be
entering into an extremely important
debate; and in those next couple of
days, we are going to learn a good deal
about tax fairness in America and we
are going to learn something about the
heart and soul of the two major par-
ties, mine, the Democratic Party, and
the Republican Party, the other party
here in this body of Congress.

b 1915

We are going to find out who the two
parties are willing to defend, who each
of the parties serves and who each of
the parties is willing to fight for.

The debate is going to be a long and
very controversial, very acrimonious
one, I would guess, because it has to do
with exactly how we reach a balanced
budget in this country.

I thought it would be instructive to
speak about something that had ap-
peared in USA Today, on the front page
of USA Today, the weekend edition,
where the front page cover story of the
weekend edition is entitled, ‘‘So How
Much Money Does It Take To Be
Rich?’’

Basically, it is a story of what it is
like, the struggle that families at the
upper end of the scale have to go
through in order to become wealthy in
this country. They use a number of ex-
amples. I would just like to mention
some things out of this story.

One of the things that really struck
me as quite remarkable is that in 1997
there are now 3.5 million American
families who have assets of $1 million
or more. That is 3.5 percent of all fami-
lies. Only 20 years ago, there were only
350,000 families who, in inflation-ad-
justed dollars, had that kind of income.

In any case, I want to just mention
several of the families who were given
as examples here. One is a gentleman
from California who has $1 million in
stocks and bonds, and who lives in a
$500,000 house and drives a Lexus and
takes several expensive vacations, the

paper lists that he takes several $8,000
vacations each year. He comments that
it is not yet to the point where he can
take a trip to Europe or Canada for a
whole summer. ‘‘A real millionaire
would be able to do such things.’’

And then there is another, a couple
from Oregon who have about $2 million
in liquid assets, plus $2 million in a
6,000-square-foot city house and a
beach front home as well. Each year
they take vacations. The gentleman in
that family says with another $2 mil-
lion in assets, he would worry less and
travel a bit more and do more chari-
table work.

And then there is a family, as an ex-
ample, who happen to be in South
Carolina, who sold their personnel
staffing company last year and now
have about $3.5 million in investable
assets, plus $3.5 million in nonliquid
stock, and they own two homes, one a
beach home. They own a Porche, a
BMW, and a $120,000 sailboat. The man
in this family says that they do not
consider themselves rich. They are just
not there yet. He says he probably
would reach that magical mark where
he could admit that he was rich when
he could afford a $5 million jet.

And then there is another family
where the gentleman here had $7 mil-
lion worth of stock and bought a $3
million custom built yacht, and then a
year later he sold his stock for $35 mil-
lion and bought a $2.5 million personal
jet.

That is an indication of the people
who are in that upper 3.5 percent, those
people who have million-dollar in-
comes. I use that as an indication
merely to highlight the fact that the
Republicans and the Democrats have
very different ways that they would
give their tax reduction.

The two parties have agreed that we
should balance the budget by 2002. The
two parties have agreed what the total
amount of tax reduction ought to be.
What is now the question is how we
would distribute those tax breaks.

The fact of the matter is that if we
break it down to six families, with one
of those families being a family that
has over $100,000 a year in income, and
that includes all of the examples that I
gave, out of those six families, the Re-
publican plan would give one family
two-thirds of all the tax reduction.
Those other five families, two of those
families have incomes of less than
$25,000 a year. Under the Republican
tax plan, they would get exactly zero
out of the tax reduction program.

The remaining three families, with
incomes lying between $25,000 and
$100,000, the great middle class in this
country; and, by the way, a lot of us
believe that we are middle class if we
have lower income than $25,000, and
some believe they are in the middle
class if they have income above
$100,000. But that half of the total pop-
ulation between $25,000 of income and
$100,000 of income would get one-third
of the total tax cut.

That is what the argument is about.
Because on the part of the Democratic

proposal as opposed to the Republican
proposal, the one family which in the
Republican plan gets two-thirds of all
the tax cut, all those families which
have over $100,000 of income a year and
include the hundreds of thousands of
millionaires in this country, the 3.5
million millionaires, that one family
under the Democratic plan would get 25
percent of the tax reduction. They
would get $1,500 on average per year.

The two families at the lower end of
the scale, with income less than $25,000
a year, and they pay all kinds of taxes,
they pay payroll taxes and sales taxes
and excise taxes and gasoline taxes and
all sorts of things, they would get,
those two, one-third of the American
population with incomes under $25,000
a year, they would get about 20 percent
of the tax breaks that come from the
Democratic plan.

And the three, the great middle class
between $25,000 an $100,000 of income
per year, under the Democratic plan
that group of half of the American pop-
ulation, that group would receive 55
percent of the tax reduction that would
come from the agreed-on tax plan that
both parties have agreed, but we are
just arguing about who should get it.

I have to ask America, because this
question is going to be asked again and
again and again over the next few days,
whether we should give two-thirds of
all the tax breaks to the families with
more than $100,000 of income per year;
or whether we should give the middle,
the great middle class, between $25,000
and $100,000 a year, 55 percent of the
tax breaks that are to be given under
the plans that are going to be debated
over the next few days; and whether in
fact it is fair for us to give no tax
break at all for the one-third of all
Americans who have incomes below
$25,000 a year but represent working
families with kids, young families,
families and households that are head-
ed by women, whether it is fair to give
them nothing as the Republican plan
would do, or whether it is fair to give
them some of the tax break as well.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JONES). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from North
Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON] is recognized
for 5 minutes.

[Mrs. CLAYTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

EXTENDING ORDER OF THE HOUSE
OF MAY 7, 1997, THROUGH TUES-
DAY, JULY 15, 1997

Mr. HASTERT (during special order
of the gentleman from New Jersey, Mr.
PALLONE). Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order of the
House of May 7, 1997, as extended on
June 12, 1997, be further extended
through July 15, 1997.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?
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